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Developing effective argumentative and persuasive texts is a challenge for 
both native and non-native students of writing skills, where a lack of linguistic, 
rhetorical, and cultural awareness skills are major problems in effective written 
communication. International research results show that a Genre-Based 
Approach based in particular on Systemic Functional and Cognitive 
Linguistics allows students to take a significant leap towards controlling macro 
and micro-genre structures as well as language and that taking a consciousness-
raising approach to genre seems to be a key contributing factor to better writing 
development. We report on the findings of two recent Iranian studies, one that 
implemented the Genre-Based Approach, and the other Mobile-Assisted 
Dynamic Assessment following mixed Product-Process methodology, as well 
as giving an overview of some recent research into the development of 
academic writing skills through genre teaching-learning in contrast to 
traditional approaches. Results show that, though traditional methodologies 
can have success, the Genre-Based Approach, with its focus on better genre 
characteristics identification along with improved teaching and learning 
methodology, combining elements of structure, language, rhetoric, and cultural 
contextualization, gives more rapid results, and leads to better and more 
confident writers, as well as better syllabus development. 
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1   Introduction 
 
Writing is often felt by language students to be the most difficult skill among the four major skills of Speaking, 
Listening, Reading, and Writing. Teachers can also have a hard time imparting strong writing skills. Using research-
based on Systemic Functional (SFL) and teaching-learning processes based on Cognitive Linguistics (CL) pioneered 
in Australia and elsewhere, we look at means of teaching, learning, and self-teaching writing skills through the Genre-
Based Approach. We particular reference to a case study which formed the research component for a Master's thesis 
(Jodairi Pineh & Ariyanfar, 2018), based on eight months of coursework where the principles of the Genre Approach 
were applied so as to assess their potentiality for the Iranian context. These were contrasted with a selection of IELTS 
writing tasks produced as part of an Iranian study (Nasiri & Moeinpour, 2018) into the dynamic assessment of IELTS 
Writing Task 1, taught through the more traditional product-process methodology. The Genre-Based Approach is a 
guide to helping learners develop their writing skills through making them aware of the important role that 
contextualization plays while writing, as well as helping teachers identify the structural, linguistic, and social 
characteristics of the different types of texts that learners will need to produce in the target language, and therefore 
how to make the teaching and learning of these more effective. 
 
 
2   Materials and Methods 
 
Learning to Write 
  
Learning to write in one's first language is a long, drawn-out affair, starting from the moment we start school and then 
continuing on through all levels of education well into adulthood. It is a cultural, communicative, and rhetorical 
process, based on the speech and sociolinguistic patterns of our language, and involves developing proficiency in a 
range of communicative acts: stylistics, rhetorical devices, grammar awareness, contextual awareness (setting, 
audience, and readership), the physical aspects of writing, research, and thought processes. In short, a range of both 
complex and simple input that goes into creating written communication. 
It is problematic for both native and non-native students to develop sound argumentative genres, as early studies 
in argumentative and persuasive genres in native and EFL contexts revealed, such as Andrews (2005); Connor et al. 
(1987); Crowhurst (1988), Davis & McKay (1996); Johns (1993); Knudson (1994); and Stuart-Smith (1998). Studies 
carried out by Arsyad (1999); Choi (1988); Hounhanou (2018); Connor & Tuija (1988); Hirose (2003); Johns (1993); 
Mohan & Lo (1985); and Thompson (2001), found that undergraduate students from East Asian countries experience 
severe problems in producing argumentative texts, with a lack of linguistic and rhetorical skills in the target language 
being reported as the main problems in producing a sound persuasive text. 
In addition, the non-native has already learned various aspects of writing and rhetoric in his or her first language 
or at least is well into the process of doing so. It is common for EFL learners to transfer aspects of not only their 
language but also their writing traditions. Hamzaoui Elachachi (2015), explored this in her paper on “Exploring cultural 
barriers in EFL Arab learners’ writing”, where she demonstrated that “because Arab writers bring with them their 
cultural experiences that affect their writing, EFL teaching may not be successful if the underlying culture in L1 is not 
addressed, or if contrasts between L1 and FL writing structures are not made sufficiently explicit” (p. 135). 
Seeing that communication exists within socio-cultural settings, the non-native writer needs to learn how to handle 
the expectations of communication within the world of the new language. All too often the focus in EFL writing classes 
on language (grammar, wording, syntax) and text structure of genre is based on principles of Structuralism and 
Functionalism as well as being teacher-led. Systemic Functional, Communicative, Task-Based Learning (TBL), and 
Cognitive Approaches in contrast place more focus on the student, on student-student, and on student-teacher 
teamwork in learning to write more effectively; there is more emphasis on the practical give-and-take of learning to 
handle writing in another language, in particular by back grounding cultural, social, and theoretical awareness. 
Designing coursework and educational materials combining insights from applied CL and SFL theory with corpus-
based and authentic materials learning to appear to maximize learner exposure to naturally occurring meaning and 
usage in language, and to enhance the effectiveness of potential acquisition (cf. Dolgova & Tyler, 2019). 
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Approaches to Teaching Writing 
 
The most common approaches to teaching writing fall into three types: 
a) Product-Based Approach, a totally “teacher-centered, examination-oriented teaching culture” (Pennington, 
1995); 
b) Process Approach viewed as being “interpretational, learner-centered and not specifically related to 
examinations” (Pennington, 1995); 
c) Genre-Based Approach, a mix of Process and Product Approaches which emerged as a response to the Process 
Approach formerly prominent in the US (Horowitz, 1986). 
 
The Product Approach emphasizes form and syntax as well as giving prominence to rhetorical skills (Silva, 1990). 
Product Writing is “mainly concerned with the knowledge about the structure of language, and writing development 
is mainly the result of the imitation of input, in the form of texts provided by the teacher” (Badger & White, 2000). 
Students are typically told to write an essay emulating a specified pattern. Prodromou (1995), argued that Product 
Writing devalues “the learners’ potential, both linguistic and personal” (p. 21). In short, students are asked to be 
creative through emulation, but not necessarily to be language-aware or aware of the cultural setting of the text. 
In contrast, “[w]riting in process approaches is seen as predominantly to do with linguistic skills, such as planning 
and drafting, and there is much less emphasis on linguistic knowledge, such as knowledge about grammar and text 
structure” (Badger & White, 2000). Students following the Process Approach are trained to write an essay in four main 
stages: planning, drafting, revising, and editing. Often a back-and-forth approach is taken, whereby “many good writers 
employ a recursive, non-linear approach. Writing of a draft may be interrupted by more planning, and revision may 
lead to reformulation, with a great deal of recycling to earlier stages” (Krashen 1984). Students do become more genre-
aware, and develop a wider set of language sets; however, wider socio-cultural settings are taken for granted. 
Shifting the focus to the genre, Hyland (2003) held that genre teaching manages to guide students “toward a 
conscious understanding of target genres and the way language creates meanings in context” (p. 21). In essence, in 
order to participate competently in communicative activities, in addition to being linguistically competent, early 
developers felt that learners need “to become aware of appropriate rhetorical procedures and conventions typically 
associated with the specialist discourse community they aspire to join” (Miller, 1997). Thus, as Fairclough (1992), 
pointed out, "a genre implies not only a particular text type, but also particular processes of producing, distributing, 
and consuming texts" (p. 126), which often involve a narrowing of focus; that is to say, “it is imperative that the 
specialist learner become aware of restricted aspects of linguistic code in addition to the general competence he or she 
requires in the language” (Miller, 1997). 
 
Genre-Based Approaches for Teaching Academic Writing 
 
In 1996 Hyon distinguished three main approaches toward analyzing genres, Rhetorical Genre Studies (RGS), English 
for Specific Purposes (ESP), and Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL). Tardy (in Hyland & Paltridge, 2011) kept 
this distinction in terms of theoretical grounding and research approaches while pointing out that they agree on general 
characteristics of the genre as a category of discourse:  
 
a) Genres are primarily a rhetorical category  
b) Genres are socially situated 
c) Genres are intertextual, not isolated 
d) Genres are carried out in multiple and often mixed modes of communication 
e) Genres reflect and enforce existing structures of power  
Rhetorical Genre Studies. The Genre-Based Approach, oft times termed New Rhetoric in the US, emerged to improve 
on the outdated models of teaching writing in Australian and North American composition classrooms, which focused 
on form and end product (Paltridge, 2001; Silva, 1990). In her article Genre as a Social Action, with its pioneering 
spirit in shaping New Rhetoric Genre Theory within L1 disciplines, Miller (1984), argued that “a rhetorically sound 
definition of genre must be centered not on the substance or the form of discourse but on the action it is used to 
accomplish” (p. 151). Similarly, Bazerman (1998), warned that “if we provide our students with only the formal 
trappings of the genres they need to work in, we offer them nothing more than unreflecting slavery to current practice” 
(p. 320). 
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ESP Genre Analysis. ESP genre analysis is mainly based on “identifying a genre within a discourse community and 
defining the communicative purpose the genre is designed to achieve” (Bawarshi & Reiff, 2010). According to these 
writers, the analysis takes place on both generic structures and textual/linguistic features, such as a register. However, 
the first consideration is given to how generic structures are characterized by the rhetorical moves they make, and then 
how these rhetorical moves are carried out through textual and linguistic features. ESP genre analysis thus begins by 
identifying a genre’s generic structure and its context then goes through lexico-grammatical patterns, the text, and 
textual meaning (Flowerdew, 2002). 
Swales’ (1990) Move Analysis is a method for analyzing genres within ESP, and “explicitly studies texts in terms 
of their rhetorical goals and how they work to achieve these goals” (Hyland & Paltridge, 2011). Swales’ research was 
seminal in shaping genre theory in ESP, by highlighting that a genre refers to a class of communicative events, the 
members of which share sets of communicative purposes. These purposes are recognized by the expert members of 
the parent discourse community, and thereby constitute the rationale for the genre. In addition to purpose, exemplars 
of a genre exhibit various patterns of similarity in terms of structure, style, content, and intended audience (Hyland & 
Paltridge, 2011). Scott & Groom (1999), suggest that genres “are in fact formed out of the dynamics of social 
interactions involving participants, in particular, social relations” (p. 24). As Paltridge (2007), states, “ESP (and new 
rhetoric) genre analysts argue that genres are not static but rather change and evolve in response to changes in particular 
communicative needs” (p. 932). 
Systemic Functional Linguistics. SFL “sets out to explain how humans make meaning through language and other 
semiotic resources, and to understand the relationship between language and the society” (Coffin & Donohue, 2012). 
According to Coffin & Donohue (2012), “text in context is the main unit of analysis in SFL research and the primary 
constructs for looking at the relationship between text and context are register and genre” (p. 68). From the SFL point 
of view, proficiency in genres entails awareness of sociological perspectives of a knowledge structure (Muller, 2012). 
According to Bawarshi & Reiff (2010), it is believed that the main contribution from SFL on Genre-Based Teaching 
is the understanding of the genre as social action and its main application is in textual analysis and in language teaching 
and learning.  
The SFL tradition of genre analysis goes back to Halliday’s concept of language as a social semiotic; that is, the 
genre is considered to be a system of meanings. Language is “a form of socialization, playing a role in how individuals 
become socialized and perform meaningful actions within what (Halliday, 1978) calls contexts of the situation” 
(Bawarshi & Reiff, 2010). Genre is defined as "internal linguistic criteria, grouping texts which have similar formal 
features” (Hyland, 2006). Therefore, “genres have predictable conventions and structures” (Jalilifar, 2014). Although 
Halliday's functional grammar deals in detail with the structural organization of English clauses, phrases, and 
sentences, his major contribution to linguistic analysis was to show how simultaneous strands of meanings are 
expressed in and by clause structures and their contents.  
 
In summary, according to Coffin & Donohue (2012), SFL is underpinned by the following key tenets: 
 
a) Context and the language choices made by speakers/writers are interrelated. 
b) Language is a resource for making meaning.  
c) Every utterance/text simultaneously makes three types of meaning, namely Halliday's ideational, interpersonal 
and textual metafunctions. 
d) Language can be viewed and investigated as a total system or as a particular text (or somewhere along that 
continuum). 
 
Essentially, as defined by Martin & Rose (2003), the genre is “a staged, goal-oriented social process. Social because 
we participate in genres with other people; goal-oriented because we use genres to get things done; staged because it 
usually takes us a few steps to reach our goals” (p. 6). In SFL, it is important to know how “writers and speakers use 
lexicogrammar to organize and stage whole texts and how this relates to their social purposes” (Coffin et al., 2009). 
Thus, in focusing on the concepts of genre and register, “much SFL research has focused on describing and accounting 
for how language works in academic context” (Coffin & Donohue, 2012). 
 
Genre-Based Pedagogy 
 
Hyon (1996), reports that “ESP and Australian genre research provides ESL instructors with insights into the linguistic 
features of written texts as well as useful guidelines for presenting these features in classrooms” (p. 693), while RGS 
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focus mainly on “how genres enable their users to carry out situated symbolic actions rhetorically and linguistically” 
(Bawarshi & Reiff, 2010). Indeed, within RGS, “understanding contexts (and their performance) is both the starting 
point of genre analysis and its goal” (Bawarshi & Reiff, 2010). 
Australian Genre Pedagogy is grounded in works such as Halliday (1994); Halliday & Hasan (1989); Halliday & 
Matthiessen (2004); Dossoumou et al. (2018); and Martin (1984, 1989), which highlight the relationships that exist 
between language, text, and context, as well as Vygotsky’s (1980) sociocultural theories of learning. SFL's main 
contribution has been to help students master different genres at school, much research having been devoted “to 
developing curricula and teaching strategies for primary and secondary schools” (Horverak, 2016). SFL and the Sydney 
School are the most productive among the three traditions of Genre-Based Pedagogy, with applicability to both novice 
native speakers and non-native EFL students. Significant attention to text and its social purpose, context, content 
domain, and language is given within the accessible teaching/learning cycle (Johns, 2008), applying the view that 
“language structure is integrally related to social function and context” (Bawarshi & Reiff, 2010). Subsequently, 
students should possess the “ability to exercise appropriate linguistic choices in the ways they treat and organize their 
topics for particular readers, which helps students to give their ideas authority” (Hyland, 2007). 
Byrnes (2009), held that Genre-Based Pedagogy allows the class to focus “on the meaning-making or functional 
quality of language as a semiotic system and of contextualized language use” (p. 2), or, as Derewianka (2012), reminds 
us, language is a system of meaning, not a set of grammar and words. By applying the Genre-Based Approach, the 
task of writing becomes more motivating and persuasive. The approach enables learners to see explicitly that, though 
texts are grammatically and rhetorically patterned, “grammar is integrated into the exploration of texts and contexts 
rather than taught as a discrete component” (Hyland, 2007). In short, grammar and wording are at the service of the 
meaning conveyed through written texts. 
In practical application, Caplan & Farling (2017) recommend teachers ground students’ development of writing 
within the cultural and social settings of each type of writing, that is to say, of each genre, be this professional, 
educational, entertainment, texting, or any other genre as part of the syllabus. It is only then that learners will be able 
to gain a more direct impetus in their writing by locating the text in its social context. In Jodairi Pineh & Ariyanfar's 
(2018) case study (see below), the implementation of the genre-based teaching/learning cycle enabled the researchers 
to demonstrate in practical terms that the teaching/learning cycle is compatible with Intensive English Program writing 
curricula and brings numerous benefits to both teachers and learners, thus supporting Caplan & Farling (2017). 
Furthermore, by applying genre-based teaching in an Asian educational context, which is perceived to be more teacher-
centered and examination-oriented (cf. Carless, 2012), the case study explored the feasibility of such teaching in 
different contexts and responded to Derewianka (2003), for “culturally and sensitive adaptation of genre approaches” 
(p. 150). 
 
The Genre-Based Approach 
 
“[G]enres provide a frame that enables learners to take part in and interpret particular communicative events” 
(Paltridge, 2007). Genre writing classes are usually planned around explicit analyses of samples of the genre so as to 
increase learners' awareness of overall text organization, recurrent linguistic features and text communicative purposes 
(Cheng, 2011). Dirgeyasa (2016) saw the main advantage of the Genre-Based Approach with Indonesian students as 
being particularly helpful for students with low skills and/or motivation through its framework. However, the approach 
is designed to guide students' development of writing skills in a guided process at all levels, from the most simple, 
dependent, hesitant steps to being ultimately fully proficient and independent, as it promotes and facilitates student 
autonomous learning. Whittaker & Parejo (2018), European study, with its focus mainly on Spanish learners of 
English, showed that a genre-based approach to writing instruction, through the application of a well-thought-out 
teaching and learning cycle, has the potential to enhance the improvement of low-achieving pupils by bringing their 
writing skills more effectively and quickly to the levels of their average and higher-achieving colleagues who have 
undergone more traditional teaching. 
Such recent studies confirm earlier arguments such as Miller (1997): “the learner does not learn language in 
isolation from specialist contexts but is encouraged to make the relevant connection between the use of language on 
the one hand and the purpose of communication on the other” (p. 149), and Hammond & Macken-Horarick (1999): 
“systematic discussion of language choices in text construction and the development of metalanguage – that is, of 
functional ways of talking and thinking about language – facilitates critical analysis” (p. 541). 
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The Genre-Based teaching-learning Approach is cyclical, as modeled by Martin (1989). The group starts by 
analyzing and modeling sample argumentative texts in order to explore and demonstrate the social function, 
organization, and language features of the given genre. Students are expected to read related texts representative of the 
genre, then students and teacher attempt to “identify the cultural and situational context in which texts in the genre 
function, what social purposes they serve, how their structural elements reflect their functions, and how their language 
features carry out their functions” (Bawarshi & Reiff, 2010). As preparation, students and teachers conduct research, 
take notes and make observations. Then, the students develop each part of the genre in pairs, followed by group work 
building their own texts with teacher guidance. After producing different parts of a genre, the students then produce 
their independent text in the target genre while consulting with the teacher and their peers for editing and evaluating 
their writing. 
 
Jodairi Pineh and Ariyanfar's Study 
 
Developing an effective argumentative text in English is a universal challenge for both native and non-native tertiary 
level students, with one major cause being a lack of linguistic and rhetorical skills. When the student's first language 
is not English, additional challenges abound, such as inadequate competence in English and differing rhetorical 
traditions. This was addressed in a Master's thesis entitled “Investigating Roles of Genre Teaching in the Development 
of EFL Learners' Academic Writing” (Jodairi Pineh & Ariyanfar, 2018), which looked at the area of developing 
competent writing skills in English among students through the principles of Gender-based teaching and TBL. 
 
The research questions asked in the study were: 
  
1) “what is the impact of a genre-based pedagogy on the academic writing of a group of Iranian EFL students?”; and  
2) “how does this intervention contribute to developing an argument in students’ argumentative writing?” 
 
Genre-Based Pedagogy was used to improve the academic writing of fifty students in their second year of a Bachelor 
of English Language and Translation Studies program. They were notionally CEFR C1 in level. They were divided 
into two groups, with both groups receiving instruction in a semester-long Academic Writing course. The focus was 
on the two argumentative genres of exposition and discussion, with “Study Abroad” and “Video Games” respectively 
chosen as topics. One group consisted of internal students, and the other was external students; their sessions were held 
off-campus. The course consisted of fourteen 90-minute sessions held twice a week. At the beginning and before any 
teaching and learning activity, the students were asked to write a “pre-test” text without any prior teaching, beyond 
what they had already had in their schooling and earlier university coursework. This aimed at providing an initial 
benchmark to measure any developments in later texts. At the end of the course, the learners were asked to write about 
the specific topics noted above. 
There was no control group, as regular writing skills coursework had been previously run in traditional EFL-ESL 
product-process approaches. Therefore, in this paper, we compare the results to those gleaned from a random selection 
of six IELTS Writing Task 1 post-instruction texts produced by participants of a program where the effectiveness of 
Mobile-Assisted Dynamic Assessment (MADA) of IELTS Writing Task 1 was evaluated (Nasiri & Moeinpour, 2018). 
Put simply, they were provided with hints and asked questions through the mobile app in order to have dynamic 
instruction and guidance. This was a quasi-experimental study, where a group of twenty-three advanced (CEFR C1) 
users of English took part in a social networking group in Telegram through their mobile phones; their levels were 
confirmed by the in-class use of the Oxford Practice Test. All had finished university and were at the time in the 
workforce in fields such as IT, Mechanical Engineering, Electronics, Accounting, Medicine, and Industrial 
Engineering. The group went through a similar Pre-Test–Instruction–Post-Test process as with Jodairi Pineh & 
Ariyanfar's (2018), program. At the end of the program, after the instruction, the participants had improved with a 
significant increase in their IELTS scores in the post-test. They were also interviewed and expressed a positive 
perception of MADA. Apart from MADA, the students had previously undergone the standard writing development 
of their university and IELTS coursework. 
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Figure 1. Sydney school genre writing cycles 
 
The approach followed by Jodairi Pineh & Ariyanfar (2018), adopted a series of teaching and learning cycles aimed at 
improving the students' awareness of writing skills in their field of study. Other important aspects were the importance 
of the awareness of cultural and language features; that is to say, awareness of Iranian expectations in academic writing 
as opposed to those of the Anglo-Saxon world, as well as the teacher's role in helping to engender better argumentation 
in students’ academic writing. The Genre-Based Approach adopted was that of Rothery & Stenglin (1994), particularly 
the three main stages of: 
 
a) Deconstruction: explicitly making learners aware of the genre, text organization, types of language, and register 
through analysis of sample texts. 
b) Joint construction: Teacher and students work together to learn how the genre operates, following which teacher 
and students together compose a new text in the target genre. 
c) Independent construction: Students write their own text in the genre. 
 
The course syllabus followed the Genre Writing Cycles developed by the Sydney School (see Figure 1, from Rothery 
& Stenglin, 1994), designed to develop student awareness of macro and microstructures of exposition and discussion 
genres and to enable them to deploy these resources appropriately in their English texts. The course materials were 
sequenced in such a way that students took both macro and micro language features into account at the same time. 
During the first stage of the course, the students became aware of culture, the context of the situation, and the language 
features of a model text. This highlighted the general social purposes of the text and divided the text as a genre model 
into its component parts. Stage 2 led the students to conscious reflection on the discoveries made in the 1st stage 
through group work practice. In Stage 3, the students independently created their own texts. Students were asked to 
cooperate with each other in brainstorming everything they knew about the subject; this cooperation involving 
interested students helped to develop ideas to handle difficult issues. At the same time, the teacher contributed 
positively by helping the students to identify the purpose of the text being written. Finally, students took the important 
step in becoming independent writers by developing awareness of the sort of language used in different types of texts 
and understanding how different texts work. 
To assess the impact of the approach, 12 pre-course tests, 12 end-of-first-round post-tests, and 12 post-course tests 
done by 12 participants (randomly selected) were analyzed to assess the presence and use of the interactive and the 
interactional metadiscourse markers (see Table 1) proposed in Hyland (2006), as well as the retention of rhetorical and 
lexico-grammatical conventions taught throughout the sessions. Prior to this, informed consent was obtained from all 
individual participants involved in the study. The coursework was evaluated through semi-structured student and tutor 
interviews, students’ written drafts and revised versions during the course as well as teachers' written feedback. The 
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findings indicated that the students deployed a more appropriate and higher percentage of metadiscourse markers in 
post-course texts than in pre-course writing. It was found that by being aware of interactive and interactional 
metadiscourse markers, students could argue better, were more able to persuade the reader and produce stronger 
expository argumentative rhetoric, and through this success became more motivating.  
The use of metadiscourse markers was of particular interest. Table 1 gives the percentages of the presence of each in 
the total number of clauses containing discourse markers in the pre-course texts, and the two post-course exposition 
and discussion texts. 
 
Table 1 
Regular and external learners’ average use of metadiscourse markers 
 
Metadiscourse 
markers 
Pretest Exposition Discussion 
regular external regular external regular external 
Transitions 51.6% 10.16% 10.6% 17% 12.5% 17.33% 
Evidentials 0.00% 1.16% 0.00% 2.5% 3.5% 1.33% 
Code glosses 6.3% 6.6% 3.3% 56% 31.6% 2.6% 
Frame markers 8.83% 8.3% 8.83% 6.3% 3.66% 4.5% 
Endophorics 0.3% 0.00% 0.3% 0.00% 0.5% 1.416% 
Hedges 24.5% 38.66% 22.6% 28.5% 26% 24.16% 
Boosters 1% 5% 4.8% 4.833% 3.1% 9.833% 
Attitude markers 1% 0.6% 1% 4.333% 1% 2.833% 
Engagement markers 21% 17.66% 22.3% 28.83% 1.6% 18.16% 
Self-mentions 16.16% 6.5% 1% 0.00% 0.3% 38.33% 
 
Table 2 
Regular and external learners’ most-used metadiscourse markers 
 
Student group Text type 1st highest 2nd highest 3rd highest 
Regular Students Pretest  Transitions: 51,6% Hedges: 24.5% Engagement: 21% 
 Exposition  Hedges: 22.6% Engagement: 22.3% Transition: 10.6% 
 Discussion  Code Glosses: 31.6% Hedges: 26% Transitions: 12.5% 
External Students Pretest  Hedges: 38.66% Engagement: 17.66%  Transitions: 10.16% 
 Exposition  Code Glosses: 56%  Engagement: 28.83%  Hedges: 28.5%   
 Discussion  Self-mentions: 38.33%  Engagement: 24.16% Transitions: 17.33%  
 
The six post-test texts from Nasiri & Moeinpour (2018), study were assessed for their use of the same metadiscourse 
markers. As can be seen from the figures in Tables 3 and 4, these have more in common with the pretests done by the 
regular group of participants in Tables 1 and 2, with the interesting difference being that frame markers were more 
frequent than self-mentions, perhaps as a result of the teaching process. 
 
Table 3 
Control group’s average use of metadiscourse markers 
 
Metadiscourse 
markers 
Interactive Metadiscourse markers Interactional 
Transitions 41.17% Hedges 26% 
Evidentials 0% Boosters 1% 
Code glosses 1.33% Attitude mkrs 1.5% 
Frame markers 15.17% Engagement mkrs 0.33% 
Endophorics 0.5% Self-mentions 4% 
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Table 4 
Control group’s learners’ most-used metadiscourse markers 
 
1st highest 2nd highest 3rd highest 
Transitions: 41,17% Hedges:26% Frame Markers: 15.17% 
 
The two post-tests produced by students who had undergone the Genre-Based Approach seem more interactional, 
logical, organized, and easier to comprehend. Quantitative analysis revealed that in the pre-test students used discourse 
markers mechanically rather than according to their meaning. By contrast, in the two post-tests, it seems that they had 
started to develop a feeling for literary rhetoric, as can be seen in summary in Table 2. Their use of the interactive and 
interactional metadiscourse markers reflected the impression that the students had argued better, could better convince 
the reader and produced appropriate argumentative texts. 
Strategic metadiscourse marker use is of paramount importance in exposition and discussion texts. By using 
metadiscourse markers, in the two post-tests, students constructed a logical, step-by-step argument. Moreover, they 
created an interpersonal discourse between the readers and themselves so that their discourse sounded more persuasive. 
The selected participants in Nasiri & Moeinpour's (2018), study, however, despite completing a dynamic instruction 
program, showed much the same uses of discourse markers as the “untrained” production of the participants of Jodairi 
Pineh & Ariyanfar's (2018) study. That is to say, their use of discourse markers came across as rather mechanical.  
To further assess the efficacy of the trial program, three participants from each group (making sux in all) in Jodairi 
Pineh & Ariyanfar's (2018), study were interviewed, with questions mostly dealing with before, during, and after the 
instruction. The first question explored the students’ opinions about writing practices before attending the course, the 
second question sought to find out the students’ ideas on the procedure of the teaching and learning cycles, while the 
third question dealt with the efficacy of the methodology according to the students’ personal experiences. Following 
this, they were asked to share their feedback on the overall teaching and learning process.  
The interviews (for example see Table 5) clearly indicated that the methodology, genre-based teaching and 
metadiscourse markers awareness development, was indeed a constructive and practical teaching-learning approach. 
Quantitative findings along with qualitative results showed both the value students placed on feedback received from 
the teacher and the ways that they responded to it and how they applied their newly learned skills and awareness in 
subsequent writing. The findings over-all support findings reported by seemingly most researchers that genre-based 
teaching and learning point the way to better methodologies for teaching academic writing. While the participants in 
Nasiri and Moeinpour's study likewise had shown improvement and had very positive feedback for the MADA 
approach, the statistics of discourse marker use suggest that perhaps the program led to an improvement in proficiency 
with a reinforcement of existing writing strategies. 
 
Table 5 
Sample student answers to the interview questions 
 
Student Interview answers 
Mahdi It was very helpful for us. With the help of the professor, we corrected our mistakes and all in 
all I think it was helpful and informative. 
 
Ali This course was so much useful for me because of lacking the information I need. We had nice 
times together. 
 
Behzad I found new styles of writing, and I found this class very fruitful. We acquired a good knowledge 
of English here. This class provided an opportunity. We put our English knowledge into 
practice. 
 
Mahsa This class opened a new window for us to have more information about academic writing. It 
was very useful. We had a very interesting class and very fresh. 
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Kimia The class was very practical. It was like a workshop. We wrote different argumentative 
compositions and then emailed them to the instructor. He gave us feedback, mostly on text 
coherence and text cohesion. 
 
Fatemeh It was very good. We were required to email different writings. The instructor corrected our 
assignments and provided us with appropriate feedback. Therefore, we could figure out where 
we have some shortcomings. 
 
 
 
3   Results and Discussions 
 
Quite a few studies in the world have reported on explicit instruction of metadiscourse markers in experimental studies. 
These have given broadly similar findings across the range of language skills, including Reading, Listening, and 
Speaking; namely, that explicit instruction bears fruit. For example, in Iran Tavakoli et al. (2010), reported that explicit 
instruction of metadiscourse markers plays a fundamental role in participants’ achievements in reading comprehension. 
As most studies make no reference to methodology, it can be presumed that their approach falls within Jalilifar & 
Shooshtari’s (2011), states that "Most, if not all, students in Iran develop their English language proficiency in 
traditional, instructional-based settings" (p. 82), that is to say, presumably through product and process.  
However, Jalilifar & Shooshtari (2011), found that explicit instruction is not significantly positive, noting that in 
their study on explicit instruction of Hedging, that “the proficiency level of students plays a mediatory role ... those 
students having a higher level of language proficiency may take better advantage of the explicit instruction of hedging” 
(Jalilifar & Shooshtari, 2011). This then brings us to their key statement: "Greater proficiency is associated with greater 
awareness of how language works in context” (Jalilifar & Shooshtari, 2011). This affects metadiscourse marker use; 
as many non-native writers lack English language proficiency to varying degrees, they use less interactive and more 
interactional discourse markers in their writing.  
Another study in Iran, Dastjerdi & Shirzad (2010), both supports as well as giving some evidence against Jalilifar 
& Shooshtari’s (2011), findings; in their study, with directed instruction to elementary, intermediate, and advanced 
students, elementary learners improved significantly, while intermediate learners made the greatest improvement. 
However, their advanced learners showed the least improvement after the instruction. This reflects Simin & Tavangar 
(2009), also Iranian, that showed that more highly proficient learners already have a good amount of metadiscourse 
markers under their belts, and therefore apparently benefit less from explicit instruction. 
Results showing that instruction leads to better use of metadiscourse markers link directly to research into the use 
of metadiscourse markers in personal narrative and argumentative papers, as shown by Alghamdi's (2014) study of 30 
academic and 30 non-academic texts produced by sixty students of the Safire Lian Language Institute of Iran. He found 
that though high-quality essays contain fewer metadiscourse markers, these are used appropriately with their proper 
meaning/use in the discourse, while poorer writers not only used too many metadiscourse markers (apparently because 
they seem to think it makes their writing look better) but, more importantly, their use was somewhat mechanical, 
showing a lack of awareness of the semantics and uses of such markers. 
This reflects other research, such as Leńko-Szymańska (2008), which compared the frequencies of metadiscourse 
markers as used by expert native, novice native, and non-native writers, these latter being advanced learners of English 
whose first languages were French, Spanish, Swedish, German, Russian, Polish, and Finnish. She found that non-
natives tend to use more metadiscourse markers than expert natives as a matter of form; however, she also found that 
novice native speaker writers likewise “tend to overuse linking expressions in their texts and that this is a general 
characteristic of novice writing in English” (p. 15). 
Jalilifar (2008), argues that there is a direct and positive relationship between the quality of the compositions and 
the number of well-functioning metadiscourse markers. He found in his Iranian study that a wide variety of 
metadiscourse markers are found in good compositions and mechanical repetition of markers in poor compositions, 
with the exception of a topic relating markers. This largely correlated with age and level of education of the writer. 
Graduate students tend to use metadiscourse markers better, which leads to more cohesive texts, while students at 
earlier levels of education tended to have poorer and more frequent use. Overall, Jalilfar's study found that performance 
depended on how the students had learned English, length of learning, and level of studies and that effective writing 
skills can take years to develop in the standard EFL product-process focusing teaching models. 
        ISSN: 2395-7492 
IRJMIS   Vol. 7 No. 1, January 2020, pages: 242-257 
252
Rahimi (2011), who investigated the frequency and the type of metadiscourse markers used in the argumentative 
and expository writings of Iranian EFL learners, produced some interesting results. Firstly, the mean of metadiscourse 
marker use was significantly higher in argumentative essays than in expository essays, probably because in the latter 
metadiscourse markers are factual and evidential, and there is less need of discourse markers while writing that 
expresses opinion and discussion needs more metadiscourse markers to signpost steps in opinion and discussion. Such 
variation was found in Jodairi Pineh & Ariyanfar (2018), study as well, particularly where interactional metadiscourse 
markers are concerned. However, in contrast, Rahimi found no evidence that metadiscourse marker use is a significant 
predictor of writing quality. In his study, as the students had undergone standard product-process approach coursework, 
one could argue that this failed to create effective improvement. The findings could reflect the tendency of traditional 
methodology to focus a lot on linkers, metadiscourse markers and so on in a structural sense, without actually giving 
good instruction in effective semantic usage. This fits in with Leńko-Szymańska (2008), who suggested that less 
emphasis should be paid to the teaching of linking expressions, and more to “other means of building coherence should 
be highlighted in the teaching process – constructing a logical argument in which semantic relationships between ideas 
are self-evident and where the reader requires few overt markers to follow it” (p. 106). 
The above studies lead to the supposition that traditional EFL methodologies can lack some effectiveness, seeing 
that not only can it take years from high school through to the Master's level for students to attain effective writing 
skills, but that also the actual use of metadiscourse markers is not a good measure of writing quality. How much of 
this can be put to inefficiencies in the methodology, or a lack of preparedness in the teacher, is difficult to say. Some 
studies clearly show that a concerted effort to focus on metadiscourse markers can bear fruit; however, others show 
that what the fruit turns out to be is at times unclear. 
Xeketwana's (2018), study into the development of teachers' linguistic awareness of genre in isiXhosa in South 
African schooling suggests that the Genre-Based Approach is effective, while not being a magic bullet; this mirrors 
other works that research EFL, including Jodairi Pineh & Ariyanfar (2018) in Iran, Ueasiriphan & Tangkiengsirisin 
(2019) in Thailand, and Whittaker & Parejo (2018) in Spain as well as in English medium schools (e.g. Lo & Jeong, 
2018, Hong Kong), as well as other languages, such as Arabic as a Foreign Language (e.g. Abdel-Malek, 2019) and 
language learning in general (e.g. Dolgova & Tyler, 2019). 
An important aspect is that English academic genres have a different orientation from Persian academic genres 
(Marandi, 2003), and so the socio-cultural settings of genres are a key element of awareness development. Genre-based 
instruction creates “a conscious understanding of target genres and the ways language creates meanings in context” 
(Hyland, 2003), which has come to be an important part of teaching and learning of writing in EFL contexts, such as 
in Indonesia (Douangmala & Widyantoro, 2018) and Sweden (Kapranov, 2017). Though there are few studies that 
specifically address the question of metadiscourse markers in genre pedagogy and how the genre approach with its 
TBL/Communication Approach framework is superior to direct teaching of metadiscourse markers, studies such as 
Jodairi Pineh & Ariyanfar (2018), give the general impression that student exploration of metadiscourse marker use in 
real examples is more effective than being given a list and some direct instruction in their use, which normally reflects 
structure more than cognition. 
The Genre-Based Approach as applied in Jodairi Pineh & Ariyanfar's (2018) study falls within TBL, as followed 
by the Sydney Schools, where it has proved to be most effective. Giving the students authentic samples to analyze in-
depth and highlighting various uses within those samples - including discourse markers - means that students absorb 
the language and apply it more effectively. Working on the cultural background and setting of the genre reinforces 
contextual cues and expectations of writing. The teaching is "indirect" in that, while the teacher is aware of what the 
students need to learn, the teacher guides the students into essentially teaching themselves (e.g., Zheng, 2016). The 
teacher creates the lessons in such a way so that the students "naturally" learn the lesson, with more exploration and 
self-teaching, and less direct teaching, applying the principles of Systemic Functional and Cognitive Linguistics.  
The findings of Jodairi Pineh & Ariyanfar's (2018), study as well as other studies referred to all too briefly herein 
strongly suggest that the application of Genre-based methodology leads to across-the-board improvement in the use of 
metadiscourse markers as semantic bearers of meaning, along with better writing in general. While the post-test texts 
from Nasiri & Moeinpour (2018) showed a more mechanical use of discourse markers, those of Jodairi Pineh & 
Ariyanfar (2018), used more interactional than interactive forms after the instruction, showing that the students have 
absorbed the dialogue nature of writing; that is to say, the writer engages the reader more directly into the text. 
Qualitatively speaking, in the pre-test, the participants used a number of metadiscourse markers mechanically, while 
in the two post-tests, their deployment of metadiscourse markers produced logical, coherent persuasive texts. The 
writing came across as being more logical, organized, and easier to comprehend, suggesting strongly that 
metadiscourse marker use is of paramount importance in exposition and discussion texts. By using metadiscourse 
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markers wisely, students constructed a logical, step-by-step argument. Moreover, they created an interpersonal 
discourse between the readers and themselves so that their discourse sounded more persuasive. 
 
 
4   Conclusion 
 
Implications for teaching English writing 
 
Jodairi Pineh & Ariyanfar's (2018), case study showed that task-based cooperative teaching-learning coursework 
including contextualization of texts within their social settings allowed the students to explore genres and the language 
used in and across genres, relating them to their audience and purpose and highlighting the importance of language use 
in attracting and guiding the reader. The approach proved to be effective and made for more successful and interested 
writers. However, teachers who have never had the experience of the genre-based approach need to be psychologically 
and practically prepared. That is to say, to be trained in the methodology (Lo & Jeong, 2018). 
Though the present study was carried out in Iran with a relatively limited number of Iranian students, 12 in Jodairi 
Pineh & Ariyanfar (2018), study and six in the control group (Nasiri & Moeinpour, 2018), and therefore small 
population and local biases cannot be ruled out, the present paper supports Almacıoğlu & Okan's (2018), findings with 
Turkish EFL students that the writing course syllabus should be designed so as to develop students' overall awareness 
of the genre or genres they need to learn, thereby enabling them to deploy their awareness appropriately in their English 
texts. Course materials should be sequenced in such a way that students learn both macro and micro language features 
at the same time. As a guide to this, Refining Composition Skills: Rhetoric and Grammar for ESL Students by Mary 
K. Ruetten and Regina Smalley was used in Jodairi Pineh & Ariyanfar's (2018) case study. The genre-based teaching-
learning cycle is best viewed as an upward moving spiral, with exploration, advancement, reviewing, reassessment, 
more exploration, more advancement, more reviewing, and more reassessment, much as happens in the development 
of real-life professional writing skills, though the course short-cuts parts of this process. During the first stage of a 
course, through TBL-based activities, the students are led to an awareness of cultural background, the context of the 
situation, and the language features of model texts. The TBL approach engages students and enables them to discover 
genre structure, language, and social context with the teacher's guidance. Where necessary, the teacher can take time 
out to focus on specific grammar, syntax, or other language points, as well as more detailed socio-cultural 
contextualization, along with contrastive analysis, contrasting the student's own writing traditions. 
Stage 2 represents the practice stage, continuing the TBL approach. The students work in pairs, small groups and 
as a class with teacher, supervision to consciously reflect on the discoveries made in the 1st stage, and to practice 
developing the different stages of controlled writing, including research, note-taking, the Introduction, Body, and 
Conclusion sections, identifying main points, and so on. Attention is continuously drawn back to authentic examples 
and contextualization to aid in this process. In Stage 3, the production-assessment stage, the students independently 
create their own texts, with more direct teacher as well as peer involvement in assessing the text, both from the point 
of view as a document in its own right within its own cultural context, i.e., as an essay within a course being held in 
English, such as English Translation Studies, as well as from the point of view of the assessment needs of the course, 
be that a school or university course, an IELTS or TOEFL preparation course, or for professional or personal needs. 
The teaching of English writing is often far from satisfactory in EFL contexts. Many students continue to have a great 
deal of difficulty in writing English composition. They find it hard to express their ideas, particularly when it comes 
to persuasive genres. Better teacher guidance is a way forward, by applying genre-based teaching in different contexts 
and stages, with a cooperative, task-based syllabus. In this way, students become more familiar with different language 
functions, more aware of their social context, and more successful and effective in production, as well as reaching 
proficiency more quickly in comparison to traditional processes. The approach proves to be helpful for curriculum 
developers in EFL contexts in making for a better selection of teaching materials and strategies. The traditional focus 
on lexicon and grammatical structures tended to ignore the significance of discourse strategies; the inclusion of genre-
based pedagogy widens awareness of the text within its setting and its communicative power in the discourse. 
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